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INTRODUCTION

in the course of their school years, some children may
raquire Special Education placement or support. The term
"Special Education" cecvers a continuum of services designed for
“exceptional children" as reguired by the Education Act, 1982. A
child may have: difficulty in using language, & physical
handicap, an emotional or behavioural problem, or intellectual or
le¢arning exceptionalities. Before a child is considered to be an
“exgeptional child" under the law, a decision must be made by a
committee called an Identification, Placement and Review
Committee (I.P.R.C.). This Committee has the powers and duties
to:

(1) decide whether or not a child is exceptional;

(2) decide what kind of Special Education service,
if any, is best suited to the exceptional needs
of a child;

{3) decide whether more information is needed
(e.g. of a psychiatric or medical nature);

(4) interview a child, if appropriate (but only
with parental permission); and

(5) confirm its decisions with the parent, in writing.

The steps of the referral procedures, parents'/quardians'
rights, the ways decisions are made, and the range of Special
Education services for exceptional students offered by the
Toronto Board of Education have been outlined in a booklet called
“Special Education Guide for Parents and Guardians". The booklet
is included as Appendix A for readers who are interested in more
details. A similar booklet on Gifted Resource Centres was
written in 1984 and is included as Appendix B, A TBE Fact Sheet
describing Special Education programs is provided in Appendix C.
And, the Toronto Board has provided principals with a fully
detailed handbook on the Identification, Placement and Review
process. The flow chart from this document describing procedures
and responsibilities is given in Appendix D.

The Toronto Board of Education, at its meeting on November
14, 1985, adopted the following recommencdation of the School
Programs Committee, dated November 4, 1985:

That the Director of Education be asked to
report to the School FPrograms Committee,
early in 1986, with an assessment of the
level of parental satisfaction or concern
with the Identification, Placement and Review
process.

What follows is a report of this recommended assessment.
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METHODS

Early in 1986, the School Superintendent, Special Education,
and the Research Associate drafted a questionnaire for
interviewing parents/guardians by telephone to assess their
satisfaction or concern with the Identification, Placement and
Review process. The draft quastionnaire was reviewed and
modified at a meeting of the Special Education Co-ordinators,
reviewed by the Assistant Superintendent, Program and Curriculum,
and finalized during February. A copy is provided in Appendix E.

A decision was then made to interview all parents/quardians
of children who were considered for Special Education placement
by Identification, Placement and Review Committees during the
months of January and February of 1986. The School
Superintendent; Special Education, requested that the decision
sheets for all such children be collected from the Area [.P.R.C.
Chairpersons and a letter, over the signature of the Assistant
Superintendent, Program and Curriculum, was sent to the home
address of all the parents/guardians informing them that they
would be contacted for a telephone interview. (See Appendix F.)

A research technician was hired and train®d and the
interviewing (conducted mostly in the evenings) began in early
March. Several parents could not be interviewed in English;
accordingly, staff of Social Work Services were also trained to
assist. The numbers of parents who required interviews in other
languages were as follows:

Portuguese 14
Chinese 11
Greek 6
Spanish 5
Vietnamese 2
Italian 1
French 1
Polish 1

Interviewing was completed in early May, 1986.

~J
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THE SAMPLE

The sample was made up of parents/gquardians of all secondary
and elementary school pupils involved in the Area I[dentification,
Placement and Review Committees held during the months of January
and February in 1986; it did not include parents/guardians of
pupils whose existing Special Education placements were reviewed
during that time. The sample represents approximately 20% of all
those inveolved in the process of first-time placement for the
entire 1985-86 school year.

The total number of parents in the sample was 225; the total
number interviewed was 208 or 92.4%. The distribution of the
sample by administrative area was as follows:

AREA EAST 36%
AREA WEST 24%
AREA CENTRAL 21%
AREA NORTH 16%
METRO-WIDE 3%

The majority of the 208 pupils (77%) were placed in
elementary Special Education programs and, as Table 1 indicates,
these programs were most likely to be Learning Disability,
Reading Clinic and Gifted. Of the remainder, 15% were placed in
secondary (not Gifted) programs, 7% were deferred and 1% were
assessed as not exceptional.

The 208 parents were asked at the end of the interview, "“To
what cultural group do you belong?" All but two parents
responded. Table 2 shows that many cultural groups were named in
addition to the 42% who identified themselves as "“Canadian". For
the purposes cf statistical analysis, the sampie was then divided
into six cultural groups. Five groups - Canadian, Portuguese,
English, West Indian/African and Chinese - each represented more
than 5% of the sample. The sixth group included all others, each
representing less than 5% of the sample. While statistical
analyses were based on this division into six cultural groups, it
is important to keep in mind that the division is not completely
adequate and satisfying as (1) the actual numbers of
parents/guardians in the Portuguese, English, West Indian/African
and Chinese groups are quite small; (2) many cultural groups are
represented by the sixth, or "other" group, and (3) those who
identified themselves as Canadian are also probably from many

cultural groups.

Table 3 indicates the cultural backgrounds of the parents
according to the Special Education placement of their children.
Using 33% (one-third) as a cut-off point, the five strongest
trends are:
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TABLE 1

-~

SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS IN WHICH PUPILS WERE PLACED

Percentage
Programs of Pupils
(N = 208)
Elementary Learning Disability and
Reading Clinic 37%
Elementary Gifted 26%
Secondary (not Gifted) 15%
Otner Elementary: 14%
- Learning Centre
- Behavioural
- Special Program
- Hearing
- Physically Handicapped
Deferred 7%
1%

Not Exceptional/Not Placed
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TABLE 2
CULTURAL GROUPS TO WHICH PARENTS BELONG

Percentage

Cultural Groups of Parents
(N = 2C8)
Canadian 42%
Portuguese 9%
English 8%
West Indian/African 6%
Chinese 6%
Other cultural groups =+ 29%
- American - Korean
- Chilean - Malaysian
- Dutch - Maltese
- Filipino - Polish
- French - Russian
- French Canadian - Scottish
- German - Slavic¢
- QGreek - South American
- Hindi - Spanish
- Hungarian - Turkish
- Irish - Ukrainian
- Italian -~ Vietnamese
Japanese - Yugoslavian

« Fewer than 10 parents belong to each group.
For two parents, infermation was nct provided.

1u




TABLE 3
SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM BY CULTURAL GROUP

(N = 208)
Otner
West Indian/ Cultural
Programs Canadian Portuguese £English African Chinese Groups
(N=88) (N=18) (N=16) (N=13) (N=12) (N=61)
Elementary Learning

Disability/

Readirg Clinic 45% 33% 251 39% Z5% 30%
Elementary Gifted 27% 11% 25% 15% 8% 36%
Secondary

(not Girted) 9% 33% 19% - 25% 18%
Other Elementary 13% 174% 13% 31 17% 11%
Deferred b% 5% 12% 15% 17% 5%
Not Exceptional/

Not placed - ~ 6% - 81 -

Jroet
p-.-.
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45% of children of Canadian parents were placed in
elementary Learning Disability and Reading Clinic programs;

33% of children of Portuguese parents were placed in
@lementary Learning Disability and Reading Clinic programs;

33% of children of Portuguese parents were placed in
secondary programs (nct Gifted);

39% of children of West Indian/African parents were placed
in elementary Learning Disability and Reading Clinic

programs; and,

36% of children of "other" cultural groups were placed in
elementary Gifted programs.
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RESULTS

Attendance at I.P.R.C. Meetings

One-tnird {33.7%) of the 208 parents/guardians interviewed
did not attend the I.P.R.C. meetings held in January and
February. Their reasons for not being able to do so are given in
Table 4. For most, it was a case of the time of the meeting
conflicting with the time they had to be at work. Among the
remaining reasons, sickness was most frequently reported. One
Canadian parent whose child had been placed in a Gifted program
made the following comments about rarents attending I.P.R.C.
meetings:

Parents need to be at the [.P.R.C. meetings.

The process should not take place by relying
on an exchange of papers. There are many

variables involved in the assessment, and it
is much better if parents are there
personally.

A West Indian parent whose child's placement had been deferred
for consideration at another meeting expressed these concerns:

I was unable to attend the [.P.R.C. meeting
because I had to work. 1 feel that the
Committee now thinks I don't care about my
child. They wrote me a letter about the
results; it would have been nicer to get a
telephgne call.

The percentages of parents/quardians who did not attend
varied widely by Special Education program. Parents with
children placed in elementary Learning Disability/Reading Clinic
programs were least likely to attend, while those with children
placed in elementary Gifted programs were most likely to attend.
The percentages of parents who did not attend analyzed according
to program, are as follows:

Elementary Learning Disability/Reading Clinic (N=76) 45%
Other elementary (N=29) 38%
Deferred (N=15) 33%
Secondary (not Gifted) (N=31) 26%
Elementary Gifted (N=55) 20%

The percentages of parents/guardians who did not attend
varied even more widely by cultural group. English parents were
most likely to attend while West Indian/African parents were

least likely. The statistics are:

West Indian/African (N=13) 77%
Chinese (N=12) 50%
Other cultural groups (N=61) 39%
Portuguese (N=18) 33%
Canadian (N=88) 26%
English (N=16) 6%

(The reader should keep in mind while considering these
percentages that some groups are very small.)

ERIC 13
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TABLE 4
REASONS PARENTS DID NOT ATTEND THE I.P.R.C. MEETING

Percentage
of Parents

Reasons
(N = 70) =

Had to work 63%
Sickness/In hospital 23%
No baby-sitter 7%
Did not know about/remember meeting 7%
Poor time 3%
Language problems 3%
Felt uncomfortable 1%
Business reasons 1%
Principal said it was not necessarv 13

1%

Many reasons

« This column adds up to over 100%, since a few parents
gave more than one reason.
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Feelings at the I.P.R.C. Meetings

The 138 parents/guardians who attended were asked "How did
you feel at the I.P.R.C. meeting?" Responses were then divided
into (for lack of better terminology) "positive feelings" and
"negative feelings" as shown in Table 5.

Positive feelings were much more the norm than negative
ones. Of the total 250 feelings expressed, 84% were positive,
with the largest proportion of parents reporting they felt
“comfortable" and/or "relaxed". One Portuguese parent whose
child was placed in a secondary Resource Room told the
interviewer:

I felt good about how everything was
organized and done.

A Japanese parent whose child was placed in a Gifted program
expressed these positive feelings:

I felt just great! I didn't know the Toronto
Board met with parents to discuss their
children.

And, a Canadian parent whose child was placed in a Learning
Disability program said:

I felt excellent and comfortable. The group
from the school was & large, supportive one.

However, a French-speaking Vietnamese parent whose child had
been placed in a Gifted program said:

I felt rushed, confused and left-out. A lot
of time was spent with the Anglophone
parents, but I was called in for only a
minute. [ felt "outside" the I.P.R.C.

meeting and school process.

A Canadian parent whose child had also been placed in a
Gifted program made these suggestions for improving the meeting:

The meeting could be made less intimidating
by holding it in a smaller room with a round
table. There could be less formality in the
organization of the meeting, and things could
be explained in "down-to-earth" terms.

More than one parent made the interesting observation that
if they had not been involved with education and the Toronto
Board of Education, they would have found the meeting
intimidating and confusing.
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TABLE 5
PARENTS' FEELINGS AT THE I.P.R.C. MEETINGS

Percentage
reelings of Parents
(N = 138) =

Positive Feelings
Comfortable 78%
Relaxed 33%
Familiar with I.P.R.C. process/previous experience 9%
Fine/good/fair/okay 7%
Respected 4%
Not rushed 3%
Involved 2%
Knew people at meeting 2%
Welcome/warm 2%
Not intimidated 2%
Not ignored 2%
Confident 2%
Positive 2%
Not upset 1%
Friendly/Everyone knew child 1%
Excellent 1%
Group firom school very supportive 1%
Glad that TBE meets with parents 1%

1%

Low key/reduced nervousness

Easy to participate
Impressed with way they talked about child 1%

Negative Feelings

Rushed 4%
Intimidated 3%
Upset 3%
Nervous 3%
Ignored 2%
Not comfortable 2%
Tense 2%
Confused 1%
Feit 1like a token parent 1%
Belittled 1%
Was fighting a losing battle 1%
Was being humoured 1%
Committee was condescending 1%
Upset at first by number of people 1%

1%

An "experience'

(Continued)
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TABLE 5 (Continued)
PARENTS' FEELINGS AT THE I.P.R.C. MECETINGS

Percentage
Feelings of Parents
(N = 138) =
Negative Feelings (Continued)
Suspenseful 1%
Apprehensive 1%
Not sure what it was about 1%
Left out; more time given toc other parents 1%
Didn't know what to expect 1%
Cut off 1%
Worried 1%

« This column adds up to over 100%, since many parents
expressed more than one feeling.

17
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Many parents/guardians expressed more than one feeling; the
average number of positive feelings per parent was 1.51 and the
average number of negative feelings was 0.29. When the average
number of positive and negative responses are calculated by
Special Education program, the data indicate that differences
exist. It seems that parents of childrer whose placements were
deferred or whose children were placed in secondary (not Gifted)
programs felt least positive, while parents of children placed in
“other" elementary programs and elementary Gifted programs felt
most positive. The averages are as follows:

Average Average
Positive Negative
Feelings Feelings

Other elementary programs (N=18) 1.67 0.17
Elementary Gifted (N=44) 1.61 0.30
Elementary Learning Disability/

Reading Clinic (N=42) 1.50 0.29
Secondary (not Gifted) (N=23) 1.48 0.39
Deferred (N=10) 1.10 0.40

There are wider differences when the averages are calculated
by cultural group. As the following data show, Engiish parents
expressed more positive feelings and fewer negative feelings
about the I.P.R.C. meetings than did the other groups.

Average Average

Positive Negative
Feelings Feelings

English (N=15) 2.07 0.07
Other cultural groups (N=37) o 1.51 0.24
Canadian (N=65) 1.49 0.40
Purtuguese (N=12) 1.33 0.17

(So few Chinese and West Indian/African parents attended the
meetings that data for them have not been included.)

Discussions at the I.P.R.C. Meetings

Those who attended were asked, "How would you describe the
discussion at the I.P.R.C. meeting?" Table 6 provides the 505
responses divided into positive and negative descriptions. These
138 parents/guardians obviously have few complaints about the
[.P.R.C. discussions, as 87% of the opinions can be classified as
positive. The descriptors most frequently used were "open",
“clear-cut", "professional", "impressive", "“informative" and
"interactive". For example, one Canadian parent whose child's
placement was deferred said:

The discussion was very professional. They

gave me all the time [ wanted, and they had
all done their homework. My child's case was
well put forward. It was a fair discussion.

18
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TABLE ©

PARENTS' DESCRIPTIONS OF THE DISCUSSIONS
AT THE I.P.R.C. MEETINGS

Percentage
Descriptions of Parents
(N = 138) =

Positive Descriptions
Open 70%
Clear-cut 58%
Professional/Impressive 57%
Informative/Questions well answered/Lots of

feedback/Learned a lot 41%
Interactive 34%
Satisfying 9%
Straightforward/Organized/Well prepared 5%
Not tense 4%
Frank/Brief 4%
Quick %
Helpful/Useful attitudes 4%
Fair/Gkay 1%
Appropriate/Realistic 3%
Supportive/Interested 3%
Personal/Empathetic/Caring 3%
Not confusing 2%
A1l very understanding 2%
Knew a lot about child already 2%
Not too academic/Not technical 2%
Objective 2%
Teacher explained child's work 2%
Flexible 1%
Committee included chiid 1%
Knew placement had to take place 1%
Negative Descriptions
Confusing/Not clear-cut/Did not understand 9%
Not much discussion/0One-way/Cut-off/Committee

did not listen to parent 9%
Felt as if committee had made up minds before

meeting/Didn't matter if parent present 5%
Annoyed that committee members spoke with such

authority and did not know child 4%
Professional conversation that excluded parent/

4%

Technical/Jargon

(Continued)
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TABLE 6 (Continued)

PARENTS' DESCRIPTIONS OF THE DISCUSSIONS
AT THE I.P.R.C. MEETINGS

Percentage

Descriptions of Parents
(N = 138) =

Negative Descriptions (Continued)

Not informative/Wondered if non-verbal communication

going on
Casual converstion/Very informal c%

Too many people/A lot of people 2%
Got off topic 2%
The teacher's assessment carried too much weight 2%
No interpreter 2%
Child was not tested by board/Inadequate testing 2%
Focussed on child's behaviour too much 2%
Poor 1%
Tense 1%
Didn't consider child 1%
Insensitive committee; laughed at parent's comment 1%
Nothing resolved 1%
Members varied in opinion 1%
Didn't discuss where the program takes place 1%

2%

Not sure

» This column adds up to over 100%, since many parents
gave more than one description.
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Another Canadian parent whose child was placed in a Gifted
program described the discussion as follows:

The discussion was very easy going,
comfortable and informal. They went over my
child's background. They weren't pushy. I
liked the attitudes of the people present.

However, a few complaints did surface. For example, some
parents expressed uncertainty about what Special Education
programs are all about and consequently felt the discussions
could have been more informative. In the words of one Canadian
parent whose child was placed in a Learning Centre:

There should have been more discussion about
what a Learning Centre is and what the
Special Education programs offer. I am not
quite sure what it is all about. [ would
like to sit in on the class to determine if I
am really satisfied.

Other parents spoke of “one-way", "technical" discussions
that excluded them. The following are comments from two parents,
one Canadian and one West Indian, whose children were both placed

in full-time Learning Disability programs:

The professional people talked "jargon". If
the teacher, principal and social worker had
not been there, I would have been int . midated
and not known what was going on.

They were saying weird things about my child.
Psychological things were going on. It
didn't include me; [ was just there. They
didn't ask how the child is at home. I had
to talk to someone iater to get out my
frustration about the meeting.

The parents averaged 3.18 positive responses and 0.46
negative responses each. When the average number of positive and
negative responses are analyzed according to Special Education
program and cultural group, the widest differences appear among
the cultural groups. English parents averaged the most positive
descriptions while Portuguese parents averaged the least.

English parents also averaged the least negative descriptions.
The caiculations are as follows:

Average Average

Positive Negative

Descriptions Descriptions
English (N=15) 4.20 0.27
Canadian (N=65) 3.58 0.58
Other cultural groups (N=37) 3.11 0.27
Portuguese (N=12) 1.08 0.42

(So few Chinese and West Indian/African parents attended the
meetings that data for them have not been included.)

21
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The calculations by Special Education program are given
below and indicate that parents of children placed in secondary
(not Gifted) and "other" elementary programs are most positive,
while those with children whose placements were deferred were
considerably less positive about the I.P.R.C. discussions.

Average Average
Positive Negative
Descriptions Descriptions
Secondary (not Gifted) (N=23) 3.43 0.35
Other elementary programs (N=18) 3.33 0.39
Elementary Learning Disability/
Reading Clinic §N=42g 3.29 0.57
Elementary Gifted N=44 3.14 0.50
Deferred (N=10) 2.40 0.30

Results of I.P.R.C. Meetings

A11 parents/guardians (N=208) were asked, "How do you feel
about the results of the I.P.R.C. meeting?" A total of 344
feelings were expressed, as shown in Table 7, the majority (72%)
of which were positive. The lists of positive and negative
feelings about the results are both varied and lengthy. The two
most frequently expressed positive feelings were "satisfied" and
“happy". Here are the words of one Polish and one Canadian
parent, both of whom had children placed in full-time Learning
Disability classes:

I agree with the results. I have had four
children in Special Education programs, and
they have all benefitted. [ am very
satisfied and have no complaints.

[ am extremely relieved that my son was
accepted into the program and that such
programs exist. I am very satisfied with the
results. [ am very impressed with the way
everything was handled. Please convey my
gratitude to the Special Education
Department.

Sometimes parents/guardians did not know what the results of
the meeting were or did not understand them. For example, a
Chinese parent whose child was placed in a Gifted program had
this to say:

I received a letter after the I.P.R.C.
meeting, but I did not understand what it was
about. I still have no idea what the result
of the I.P.R.C. meeting was.



-18-
TABLE 7

PARENTS' FEELINGS ABOUT THE RESULTS
OF THE I.P.R.C. MEETINGS

Percentage

Feelings of Parents
(N = 208) =+

Positive Feelings

Satisfied 61%
Happy/Happy child in program 27%
Pleased 7%
Got what was wanted/expected/hoped for 4%
Did what they could for child 3%
Relieved 2%
Agree with results 2%
Impressed 2%
Positive 2%
Pleased that school is so involved with child 2%
Ckay 2%
Pleased that committee willing to listen to parent 2%
Child qualifies for program z%
Excited 1%
Proud 1%
No reservations about results 1%
Realistic 1%
Taxpayers' dollars being spent wisely 1%
Enlightening 1%
Victorious 1%
References made to child were positive and mature 1%
Glad to know where child is being bussed 1%

1%

Glad child was placed immediately
Pleased to get updates on child's work 12

Satisfied if child can learn in program 1%
Constructive 1%
Satisfied if child can leave program later 1%
Satisfied; child is in program on a trial basis 1%
Pleased to find out it was a gifted program 1%
Satisfied even though deferred 1%

1%

Case was well put forward
Hope child will do more on computer now 1%

Decision was warranted 1%
Was in gifted program in another region; pleased
to be in again 1%
Negative Feelings
Concerned about waiting to get child in program 8%
Concerned about travelling to another school 4%
Has not seen any results/no idea 4%
Not satisfied 3%
3%

Concerned

(Continued)

2J
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TABLE 7 (Continued)

PARENTS' FEELINGS ABOUT THE RESULTS
OF THE I.P.R.C. MEETINGS

Percentage
Feelings of Parents
(N = 208) =

Negative Feelings (Continued)
Angry 2%
Confused 2%
Disappointed 2%
Not happy 2%
Waiting for next I.P.R.C. meeting 2%
Child deferred; mixed feelings 2%
Psychologist's report carried a lot of weignt 2%
Program will label child 2%
Results are false, harmful and dangerous 2%
No other choice 2%
Preferred full-time to half-time program 2%
Racially discriminated against 1%
Committee knows more than parent 1%
Would rather have child interact more

with other children 13
Questions the methods 1%
A lot of irresponsibility involved 1%
Psychologist's report contains false information 1%
Parent was falsely quoted 1%
Child dislikes program 1%
Meeting was just a formality 1%
Wants to know more about program 1%
Decision should have been less drastic 1%
Child should not be in behavioural program 1%
Child lost form; has not been back to class 1%

Grade 2 ¢hild is being given Kindergarten books 1%

Child is not ready for program
Not a positive experience

Not keen on how it was handied; ready to say "forget it" 1%
Committee did not know ¢hild
Should have been more testing
Wrong program; child needs help with speech 1%
What happens now? Is placement dependent on

money or child's progress? 1%
Need more follow-up 1%
Did not consider child's hypersensitivity to

environment/chemical dust 1%
Committee said that chemicals are not their mandate;

misplaced child 1%
No response to three letters to appeal decision 1%
What type of ¢lass will child be in? 1%

» This column adds up to over 100%, since many parents
expressed more than one feeling.
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A West Indian parent whose child was placed in a Learning Centra
seemed very uninformed:

[ did not know anything about the meeting. I
haven't ssen anything. I dcn't know the
results of the meeting or anything about the
process.

And, a Ukrainian parent whose child was placed in a Gifted
prcgram wondered about the process that led to the results:

I don't know what is happening. It seems
that children are getting into the program as
a result of parental pressures. Not all
children should be in these special c¢lasses.

At the top of the list of negative feelings about the
results were “concern about waiting to get a child into a
program" and "concern about travelling to another school".

The parents/quardians averaged 1.19 positive and 0.47
negative feelings about the results each. When these averages
are recalculated by Special Education program and cultural group,
the widest differences are seen tg be associated with program.
Parents with children placed in elementary Gifted programs are
most positive about the results, while those with children who
were placed in "other" elementary programs or were deferred are

least positive. The figures are:

Average Average

Positive Negative

Feelings Feelings
Elementary Gifted (N=55) 1.36 0.27
Elementary Learning Disability/

Reading Clinic (N=76) 1.29 0.43
Secondary (not Gifted) (N=31) 1.13 0.29
Other elementary programs (N=29) 1.00 0.76
Deferred (N=15) 0.53 1.20

By cultural group, West Indian/African parents expressed the
highest average of negative feelings about the results of the
[.P.R.C. meetings, while English parents and parents of “"cther"
cultural groups expressed the highest average of positive
feelings. The averages are:

Average Average

Positive Negative

Feelings Feelings
Other cultural groups (N=61) 1.34 0.36
English (N=16) 1.31 0.25
Canadian (N=88) 1.19 0.62
West Indian/African (N=13) 1.00 0.77
Portuguese (N=18) 0.88 0.33
Chinese (N=12) 0.75 0.33
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Preparation Before the I.P.R.C. Meetings

The guestion, “How were you prepared before the I.P.R.C.
meeting?" resulted in 586 responses, 80% of which could be
considered positive. (See Table 8.) Mary said they were "fully
informed", "understood the purpose of the meeting", "were
invelved with information-sharing", "were fully consulted",
and/or “were involved with decision-making”. The remaining 20%
of the responses that were negative were quite varied, but
feelings of "not being fully informed®, "not being involved in
decision-making", "being inadequately prepared", and "havirg to
prepare self" were most frequently menticned.

The following are examples of the positive responses:

Greek parent whose child was placed in a Learning Disability
class:

I was fully informed and understood the
purpose of the meeting. The Social Worker
explained the purpose and process.

English parent whose thild was placed in a secondary Resource
Room:

I was fully informed, consulted and invoived.
The psychoeducational consultant visited me
and explained everything.

Canadian parent whose child was placed in a Reading Clinic:

[ was well prepared before the meeting. [ am
still in touch and get zontinuous updates. [
think they are doing a fine job in the best
interests of my child.

The following are examples of the negatjve responses:
Spanish parent whose child's placement was deferred:

We feel the preparation was inadequate. If
we had fully understood the impcrtance of the
meeting, one of us would have made every
possible effort to attend.

A parent with a child placed in a Gifted program:

We did not receive any information before the
meeting. We had to pursue it ourselves. We
want written feedback on the goals and what
is happening in the program. We don't want
to get all our information from our child.

A Canadian parent with a child placed in a secondary Resource
Room program:
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TABLE 8

HOW WELL PARENTS WERE PREPARED BEFORE
THE I.P.R.C. MEETINGS

Percentage
How Prepared of Parents
(N = 203) =

Positive Responses
Fully informed 51%
Understood purpose of meeting 45%
Involved in information-sharing 43%
Fully consulted 33%
Involved in decision-making 32%
Spoke to teachers/consultant/principal/social worker 6%
Second meeting; knew what to expect 6%
Adequate information/Briefed before meeting 2%
Understood when meeting was being held 2%
Not confused 2%
Not intimidated 2%
Child has previously been in Special Education 2%
Has continuous update 1%
Meeting was more comprehensive than expected 1%
Already involved with school 1%
Negative Responses
Not fully informed 13%
Not involved in decision-making 7%
Inadequate preparation 7%
Had to take the initiative/push for information/

prepare self 6%
Not fully consulted 4%
Not involved with information-sharing 3%
Confused 3%
Gave short notice for meeting/informal notice 3%
Did not know what to expect 2%
Did net understand purpose/process of meeting »
Did not know about the meeting 2%
Had outside assessment done 1%
Did not know who was going to be at the meeting/

who to take 1%
Wanted child in last year 1%

1%

Nervous before meeting

(Continued)
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TABLE 8 (Continued)

HOW WELL PARENTS WERE PREPARED BEFORE
THE I.P.R.C. MEETINGS

Percentage
How Prepared of Parents

(N = 208) =
Negative Responses (Continued)
Incorvenienced %
Annoyed about delayed process .5%
Term of Special Education unclear .5%
Others uncaring .5%
Surprised child was being considered for program .5%
Information was lost when child was taking it home .o%
Didn't understand I.P.R.C. letter .5%
Did not receive information in own language .5%
Got help from a friend in Special Education .5%
Could have become more involved 1%

2%

Not sure/No response

* This column adds up to over 100%, since many parents
gave more than one response.
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I was inexperienced and not well prepared
There should be a prepping before the meeting
so parents know how to handle it if the child
is not accepted to the program and so they
know what to do if the child is azcepted.

A Canadian parent with a child placed in a Gifted program:

It seemed to be a mystery for a long time. I
was basically uninformed.

An Italian parent with a child placed in a Gifted program:

It is important that the principal sit down
with the parent before the meeting and
discuss the teacher's report. It is also
important to make it clear to the parent that
the Committee determines the exceptionality
and the outcome.

The parents/guardians gave an average of 2.24 positive
responses and 0.58 negative responses to this guestion. The
averages by cultural group vary considerably. English parents
averaged 3.13 positive responses while Portuguese parents
averaged 0.83. West Indian/African parents averaged 0.69
negative responses while Enalish parents averaged (0.38. The
range of averages by cultural group are as follows:

Average Average

Positive Negative

Responses Responses
English (N=16) 3.13 0.38
Canadian (N=88) 2.68 0.66
West Indian/African (N=13) 2.15 0.69
Other cultural groups (N=61) 2.11 0.54
Chinese (N=12) 0.92 0.58
Portuguese (N=18) 0.83 0.61

The differences in averages by Special Education program are
much less dramatic, as shown below, with parents of children
placed in elementary Learning Disability/Reading Clinic programs
providing the highest average of positive responses and the
lowest average of negative responses.

Average Average

Positive Negative

Responses Responses
Elementary Learniny Disability/

Reading Clinic (N=76) 2.72 0.49
Other elementary programs (N=24) 2.14 V.66
Elementary Gifted (N=55) 2.07 0.69
Secondary (not Gifted) (N=31) 1.90 0.68
Deferred (N=15) ‘2:) 1.60 0.53
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The Locaticn of the I.P.R.C. Meetings

Table 9 shows the opinions of the parents about the location
of the I.P.R.C. meetings. Few complaints surfaced. Several
mentioned that it is good and non-threatening to have the
meetings in the local school.

Lanquage of Written Information

Parents were asked, "Have you received written information
in a language you can read?" Most (92%) said "Yes". Those who
said "No" were {in order of highest to lowest frequency):
Chinese, French, Portuguese, Greek and Italian.

Papers That Were Signed

Most (91%) of the parents said they understood the papers
they had signed. Those who did not were (in order of frequency):
Chinese, Canadian, French, Portuguese, Italian and West Indian.

Interpreters at the Meetings

Nearly every parent (94%) knew they could have an

interpreter at the I.P.R.C. meeting. Those who did not were (in
order of frequency): Chinese, Portuguese, English, French and

Vietnamese.

The Booklet Called "Special Education Guide
for Parents and Guardians"

This booklet is shown in Appendix A. When parents were
asked if they nad received it in a language they could read, 50%
said "No", and 4% said they could not remember. In most cases,
it was simply a matter of not receiving the booklet at all;
receiving it in an inappropriate language was nct sc often the
case. By cultural group, percentages of parents who did not
receive the booklet were: - T

Percentage
West Indian/African (N=13) 9249
Chinese (N=12) 83%
Portuguese (N=18) 67%
English (N=16) 56%
Other cultural groups (N=61) 49%
Canadian (N=88) 4749
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TABLE 9

PARENTS' OPINIONS ABOUT THE LOCATION
OF THE I.P.R.C. MEETINGS

Percentage
Opinions of Parents
(N = 208) =
Positive Opinions
Okay 61%
Convenient 21%
In the school (good, not threatening) 13%
Excellent 4%
Negative Opinions
Too far away 4%
Hard to find 2%
Inconvenient 2%
Don't Know/No Response/Not Applicable 10%

#» This column adds up to over 100%, since scme parents
gave more than one opinion.
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By Special Education program, percentages of parents who did not
receive the bonklet were:

Percentage

Other elementary programs (N=29) 79%
Deferred (N=15) 73%
Secondary (not Gifted) ({(N=31) 65%
Elementary Learning Disability/

Reading Clinic (N=76) 54%
Elementary Gifted (N=55) 31%

A Canadian parent with a child piaced in & secondary
Resource Room program made tnese remarks about tne booklet:

When I finally got the booklat, I then
understood whit everything was about and what
was happening. [ found it very frustrating
at first. MNow it is okay, and I am
satisfied.

Assistance at the I.P.R.C. Meetings

To the question, "Did you know you could bring anyone of
your choice to the I.P.R.C. meeting to assist you?", 56% of the
parents said “No".

By cultural group, the percentages who said "No" are:

Percentage

Chinese (N=12) 75%
West Indian/African {(N=13) 69%
English (N=16) 69%
Canadian (N=88) 59%
Other cultural groups (N=61) 48%
Portuguese (N=18) 39%

By Special Education program, the percentages who said "No" are:

Percentage

Deferred (N=15) B7%
Secondary (not Gifted) (N=31) 61%
Other elementary programs (N=29) 59%
Elementary Gifted (N=55}) 56%
Elementary Learning Disability/

Reading Clinic (N=76) 47%
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Two Canadian parents, both with a child placed in secondary
Resource Room pragrams and both aware they could have someone
assist them, felt confused about wihat to do about it:

They toid me I could bring a professional to
assist me. It made me feel as if I had to go
out and find cone.

With respect to bringing someone to the
meeting; I didn't know who to bring.

Legal Rights

Several parents (29%) said they did not know that they have
a legal right to appeal decicions made at the [.P.R.C., meetings.
The percentages who did not knew vary by cultural group and
Special Education program as follows:

Percentage

Portuguese (N=18) 56%
Chinese (N=12) 50%
English (N=16) 31%
Canadian (N=88) 25%
Other cultural groups (N=61) 25%
West Indian/African (N=13) 23%
Percentage

Deferred {(N=1%) 40%
Elementary Gifted (N=55) 33%
Secondary (not Gifted) (N=31) 32%
Other elementary programs (N=29) 31%
Elementary Learning Disability/

Reading Clinic {N=76) 22%

Additional Comments

Finally, at the end of the interview, parents/guardians were
asked to maske any additional points they felt had not been
covered These are 11sted 1n Table 10 under the headings

*positive", "negative" and "neutral", Of the tota! 28C comments,
59% were negat1ve 33% positive and 8% neutral.

By Special Education program, parents with children placed

in elementary Gifted programs provided the highest average of
both positive and negative comments. The data are:

3.
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Average Average

Positive Negative

Comments Comments
Elementary Gifted (N=55) 0.53 1.07
Elementary Learning Disability/

Reading Clinic (N=76) 0.45 .67
Other elementary programs (N=29) 0.45 0.52
Secondary (not Gifted) (N=31) 0.45 0.84
Deferred (N=15) 0.27 0.80

The following are some of the points made by four parents
(Vietnamese, Greek, Italian and Canadian) who had children piaced
in Gifted programs:

I am very interested in doing what is best
for my son. However, [ feel frustrated
because [ do not understand what I should do,
or what I could do.

My child is in Grade six, but they used
records collected when he was in Grade one
and couldn't speak English. It is upsetting.
Why is psychological testing done for Gifted
programs? Perhaps the testing should be
called something else,

The notices about the meetings should come
out sooner. Alsc, the professionals at the

meeting should be more sensitive to what the
parents have to say.

[ felt free to speak, but they used a 1ot of
big words I didn't understand. Also, the
school where the Gifted program is located is
far away; it is okay if child is bussed, but
not okay if TTC must be used.

By cultural group, English and Canadian parents expressed
the highest average of both positive and negative comments while
Chinese and Portuguese parents expressed the lowest average of

both.

Average Average

Positive Negative

Comments Comments
Canadian [N=83) 0.61 1.08
Erglish (N=16) 0.63 0.88
West Indian/African (N=13) 0.23 0.69
Other cultural aroups (N=61) 0.43 0.66
Chinese (N=12) V.00 0.25%
Portuguese (N=13) 0.05 0.22
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TABLE 10
PARENTS' ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

Percentage
Comments of Parents
(N = 208) =
Positive Comments
Satisfied/Handled well/Pleased/Good job 17%
Pregram is good/Happy with program 10%
TBE has good system/Special Education programs/
teachers 3%
Pleased that this evaluation is being done 2%
Felt comfertable with process 2%
2%

It was a positive/impressive experience
Committee members were considerate/knew what they

were talking about/answered parent )
Appreciates program/Parent grateful to

Special Education Department 2%
The second I.P.R.C. meeting was better than the first 1%

Supports I.P.R.C. 100% 1%

Satisfied with quick ptacement of child 1%
Glad that parents can make recommendations fc¢r child 1%
I.P.R.C. is a well balanced group .5%
Professionally done . 5%
People involved with the gifted program are committed .5%
Goed continuity .5%
Pleased that principal! talked to them . 5%
Feel free to speak .5%
Child is adjusting well to new schogl .5%
Has good rapport with teachers . 5%
Negative Comments
It takes a iong time to get a child in a program 10%
Concerned about child going to a different/more

distant school 7%
Principals should provide parents with more

information before I.P.R.C. meeting 6%
It could be {(for others) a very intimidating meeting 4%
Need more information about program before meeting 3%
There should be more communication with parent 3%

3%

Did not know what was going on
There should be more time for discussion at meeting 2%

Need more information on what child will be doing

in Special Education program
Reports should be modernized and put in layman's terms 2%

{Continued)

L4 T
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TABLE 10 (Continued)
PARENTS' ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

Percentage

Comments of Parents
(N = 208) ~

Negative Comments (Continued)

Concerned that behaviourel class is not under control/

too crowded 2%
Dissatisfied/Not happy 2%
Numbers justify more Special Education classes 2%
F2it bewildered/not respected/not treated fairly %
Exceptionality should be more clearly explained 1%
Felt rushed %
Child does not like program 1%
Teachers should be aple to nominate more children

for the programs 1%
Doesn't know anything aboudt results/process 1%
Should inform parents by phone, not letter 1%
Did not get a clear explanation of why child was

placed in program 1%
A bad assessment was made 1%
Should be less formal/less intimidating 1%
Children are in the program who should noct

be there/Some get in too easily 1%

1%

Shoutd be more friendly/comfortable
Children should start doing tests at an earlier age i%

Withdrawal programs are barely adequate 1%
It is difficult to determine what is most

suitable for the child 1%
TBE personnel should encourage child more .5%
Warning given to child about this program was upsetting . 5%
At first, it was frustrating .5%
Committee talks above parents’ heads .5%
Didn't have the nerve to complain at the first meeting and

didn't attend the second, because felt uincomfortable .5%
Should be more emphasis on individual testing and less

on teacher's report .5%
Committee has the attitude that parent does not care if

.5%

unable to attend meeting
D.es not understand what decisions are based on .5%

Committee members should be more impartial

(e.g. principal from another school) .5%
Special Education programs should be advertised more .5%
Committee looked at parent's last name and thought

she was an immigrant .5%
Very angry .O%
Child has a learning problem, not a disability 5%
Too many people at the meeting .5%
Had to remind people of the purpose of tne meeting . 5%

(Continued)
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TABLE 10 (Continued)
PARENTS' ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

Percentage
Comments of Parents
(N = 208) =

Negative Comments {Continued)

Felt insulted that sociai worker and psychologist

were there for Gifted program .5%
Concerned with what they call psychological
testing for Gifted program .5%
Used records and data gathered when child
5%

could not speak Engliish
Has been through I.P.R.(C. process once before, would
have found it difficult to understand otherwise .5%

Gifted program does not need I.P.R.C. process .5%
Process is just rubber stamping .5%
A waste of time .5%
Such an elaborate process not needed .5%
Very superficial - they did not know child .5%
Gifted should not have to be tested to determine

success/failure .5%
Committee should have been aware that child was bilingual .5%
Special Education programs are underfunded .5%
For Gifted programs, it is difficult to determine

what is suitable for child .5%
Not all children fit into the Gifted program

chart; it is not valid .5%
The cemmittee i3 picking the wrong children for

the program .5%
The testing took a long time .5%
Testing should be done more than once to take

child's moods into account .5%
Difficult to get a clear picture ¢f child's difficulty .5%
Does not want child in Special Education full time;

should mix with other children . 5%
Focussed on child's shyness, not giftedness .5%
Had assessment done outside, otherwise would still

be waiting .5%
Frustrated because of language problens . 5%
Was not necessary to test again as child was in

. 5%

program at previous school
Committee used a lot of large words .5%
Child has no socio-emotional problems; makes

friends easily .5%
Child cannot tolerate environment of school;
program placement not appropriate .5%
Whose mandate is it to take care of environmental
issues? I[.P.R.C. says it is not their mandate
Needs of children hypersensitive to the environment
. 5%

are not being met

(Continued)
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TABLE 10 {(Continued)
PARENTS' ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

Percentage
Comments of Parents
(N = 208) =

Neutral Comments
Waiting for ¢hild to get into program 2%
Curious about the follow-up in 90 days 1%
wWould like to observe a class 1%
Committee should net make decisions if parents

are not in attendance 1%
TBE is very different from previous becard 1%
Problem relates to transferring from one school

to another 1%
Last year, the teacher recommended the child; this

year, the teacher didn't 1%
Parental pressure can get a child into a program 1%
Parents should get together and have a foliow-up 1%
Should be aware of outside sources 1%
Child wants to get into program - will try again 1%
It is the parents' duty to be part of

1%

information-sharing
Child made the decision about going into the program 1%
Child lost confidence in the previous school because

they didn't understand the problem 1%

Wants to see children fit into the system, not
fall between the cracks .5%
Wants feedback .5%
Evening meetings would be better .5%
29%

No additional comments

# This column adds up to over 100%, since many parents
gave more than one comment.
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Here is a sample of firnal comments made by six Canadian
parents, one Scottish parent and one West Indian parent whose
children were placed in Learning Centres, Reading Clinics and
Learning Disability programs and who had deferred placements:

\
[ was very pleased with the meeting and with
the school my child is attending. [ have
spoken to the teachers and principals on
numa2rous occasions, and they have given me a
lot of information. [ felt involved; they
asked me if I agreed with the decisions.

[t is a long drawn out process. If I had not
had an outside assessment done, I would still
be waiting.

I have a good rapport with the teachers, but
it is still difficult to get a clear picture
of the child's difficulty and the cause of
jt.

Under Bill 82, each child's needs are to be
taken inte consideration and met. It was
stated a number of times that it was not the
mandate of the [.P.R.C. te consider
environmental hypersensitivity and its effect
on learning. The children's needs are not
being met under the present system.

We are pleased with the placement, but it
took a long time to d¢ the testing. It
started over a year ago.

The first I.P.R.C. meeting was held at an
inconvenient time in June and then the case
was deferred. We lost a whole year.
However, we are now getting good attention,
and we are satisfied with the good school.

Testing should be done more thoroughly, as
they don't know the children.

I feit my child had a problem in Grade one,
but the teacher said it would resolve itself.
Now the child is in Grade five and placed in

a8 Learning Disability program.

The lists of positive and negative comments in Table 10 are
iong, with no one comment expressed by a large proportion of
parents. The two most frequently expressed concerns are that it
takes a long time to get children into programs and that children
will be going to different schools. There is also a desire for
more information, particularly before the [.P.R.C. meeting, from
principals.
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SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

The purpose of ithis study was to assess the level of
parental satisfacticn or concern with the Identification,
Placement and Review process as developed and implemented by the
Special tducation Department of the Teronto Board of Educatiorn.

An attempt was made to interview by telephone all
parents/guardians who participated in the process (excluding
reviews) during January and February of 1986. Interviews were
successfully completed with 208, or 92% of these parents.

These 208 parents reported belonging to a wide range of
cultural groups. In addition to the 42% who identified
themselves as Canadian, another 30 cultural backgrounds were
named. For the purposes of data anaiysis, the sample was divided
into six cultural groups: Canadian (42%), Portuguese (9%),
English (8%), West Indian/African (6%), Chinese (6%), and the
other 26 cultural backgrounds, identified as "all other groups"
in the report, (29%). While criticisms can be made of this
division, it did serve to suggest differences in parental
attitudes related to cultural background.

The majority (77%) of *the children of these parents were
placed in elementary Special Education programs. And, again for
the purposes of data analysis, the placements were divided into
six groups: elementary Learning Disability/Reading Clinic (37%),
elementary Gifted (26%), secondary (not Gifted) (15%), otnher
2lementary programs - these are Learning Centre, Behavioural,
Special Program, Hearing and Physically Handicapped - (14%),
deferred (7%), and not exceptional (1%).

A substantial proportion (34%) of the parents/guardians did
not attend the I.P.R.C. meetings, mostly because they had to
work. English and Canadian parents were much more likely to
attend than West Indian/African and Chinese parents. And,
parents whose children were placed in elementary Gifted programs
were much more likely tc attend than those with children placed

in elementary Learning Disability/Reading Clinic programs.

Broadly speaking, the parents evaluated the Identification,
Placement and Review process very positively. Those who attended
tne [.P.R.C. meetings were likely to say they felt "comfortable"
and/or "relaxed" at them and were very likely to describe the
discussions as "open", "clear-cut", "professional", "impressive",
“informative" and/or "interactive”. Many parents spoke highly of
the preparation they received before the meetings; they felt
“fully informed", "involved with the information-sharing", “"fully
consulted", "involved with the decision-making", and "understood
the purpose of the meetings". Parents had few compliaints about
the location of the meetings, received written information in a
language they could read, understood the papers they had signed
and knew they could have interpreters at the meetings. The
majority (72%) felt positive about the results of the meetings,
frequently sayiny they were "satisfied" and/or "happy".

10



However, when the average positive comments per parent were
calculated and then analyzed by cultural group, it became obvious
that some groups feel much more positive about the
Identification, Placement and Review process than others. That
is, the English and Canadian parents and parents of "other"
cultural groups had higher averages of positive response. than
did Portuguese, Chinese and West Indian/African parents.
Differences (of less magnitude) also appeared when the averages
were calculated by Special Education program. Parents of

children placed in elementary Gifted and Learning
Disability/Reading Clinic programs were most positive.

During the Identification, Placement and Review process,
every parent/guardian is meant to receive a Toronto Board of
Education booklet called “Special Education Guide for Parents and
Guardians" in a language they can read. However, 54% of these
parents did not, and it was mostiy a case of not receiving it at
all. Particularly high proporticns of the West Indian/African,
Chinese and Portuguese parents did not receive it and/or did not
receive it in a language they couid read. Analyzed by program,
parents whose children were placed in elementary Gifted progranis
were most likely to receiva the booklet.

Parents can take anyone 9f their chodce to I.P.R.C. meetings
for assistance; unfortunately, 56% of these parents reported that
they were unaware of this. Proportionately, Chinese parents were
least aware, while Portuguese parents were most aware. Analyzed
by program, parents whose children's placements were deferred and
parents whose children were placed in secandary (not Gifted)
programs were least likely to be aware.

Notwithstanding the high proportion of positive responses
and feelings, it is informative te¢ examine the concerns and
negative feelings of the parents, as these can be the basis for
making improvements in the Identificatiocn, Placement and Review
process. On average, the Canadian, West Indian/Africean and
Portuguese parents expressed more concerns and negative feelings
than the other cultural groups. And, when analyzed by orogram,
it seems that parents with children placed in secondary (not
Gifted) programs and parents with children whose placiments were
deferred expressed the highest averages of negative feelings.

Considering the responses across all the questions, the area
of widest concern is that of "poor parent preparation and
inadequate information". This ~elates to not receiving the
booklet (as discussed above); wunt understanding the makeup,
purpose and role of the Committee; being confused during the
discussion at the meeting; not being clear about ths ¢hild's
exceptionality and the nature of the Special £ducation program;
and, not being aware of the results of the Committer meeting.

A second concern is that of "having to wait". Several
parents felt that the process was drawn out; that is, testing
took too long, exceptionalities were not identified early enough,
placements did not occur $cnr enough, deferrals were recommended
and letters of appeai were not answered promptly.
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Thirdly, some parents were surprised and/or worried that
their child would be attending the Special Education program in a
different school.

A fourth area of concern centered on the structure,
characteristics and procedures of the Committee. This meant that
for some parents the Committee was too large; that the Committee
was made up of some unnecessary people; that an air of
professionalism and authority prevailed over knowing the child
and using up-to-date and thorough information and test results;
that the opinions of a particular member held too much weight;
and/or that the procedures were too elaborate, formal and
traditional.

Fifth, some parents expressed a feeling of alienation from
the information-sharing and decision-making before, during and/or
after the meeting. They may have said they felt left out, cut
off, and/or ignored. They may have preferred telephone calls to
letters. They may have found meeting times inappropriate and
inflexible. And, they may have felt the Committee members had
made up their minds before the meeting and that parent
participation was irrelevant.

And, finally, a sixth group of negative comments when
collected together reveal that several parents/quardians did not
feel relaxed and comfortable at the I.P.R.C. meetings. Feelings
such as tension, intimidation and apprehension were among those

expressed.

As has been pointed out several times in the report,
satisfactions and concerns expressed by the parents/guardians
vary by cultural group and Special Education program. However,
it is of further interest to note that these two divisions of the
parents are confounded as percentages of children in the six
Special Education programs vary with the six cultural groups.
Four trends in the data are:

(1) Canadian and West Indian/African parents have the
highest percentages of children in elementary Learning
Disability/Reading Clinic programs;

(2) Portuguese, West Indian/African and Chinese parents
have the lowest percentages of children in elementary
Gifted programs;

(3) Portuguese and Chinese parents have the highest
percentages of children in secondary (not Gifted)
programs; and

(4) West Indian/African parents have the highest percentage
of children in other elementary programs.

In closing, the study provides good evidence that the
Identification, Placement and Review process is highly effective
in meeting the needs of most parents. It has also identified

some areas where there is potential for growth in the
implementation of the process and some groups of parents and

pupils that might benefit from such growth. The sample can be
considered to be representative of all such parents for the

school year 1985-86.
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Revised Gaptamber 1986

A General Gulde
to Slueclul Educatian

Iha tallowing handbook was prepared 1o act as a
Quide lor parents and guardians in assessing the Spacial
Educanonal needs of thair children.

flus quide describas Special Education services
availatite 1n the Board ol Education for the Cily ol Toronic
Wa hope Ihat you as & parent of guardian wit! faa! lres 10
call or visit your child's school and talk with tha teachier and
principalabout your child's progiess. Wa balieve ihat good
Communicahon bitwean homa and school can really help
your cluld gel the most oul ol school.

Inthe course ol theu school years, soma childien may
18quita a Spacial Education placement. For (his raason.
the TorontoBoard of E ducation ollers a widerange ol such
saivices We have lound Ihat mosi children do best il thay
stay in a 1egular grade class |l necessary, the classioom
leacher willinzke suitable changas o your child's program
there Soma students may benelilin a parl-lima class with
a specialiy-wiained 1aacher {withdrawal elass). A smalles
number ol siudents need ihe exira help thal can b givenin
3 lull-ima Special Education class (self-contained class)

The sange ol ow Bosrd's Special Education sarvices
lov excephonat students lwing in the City ol Toronlo is as
Icliows .

In Elamentary Schiools

Withdrawal Clasaso Sali-Cantalned Classss

(part-tima|

Behavioural
Leatmng Disabilinas
Reading Ching
Gilled

Home Instruchion
Speath

Leaining Cenlies

In Sacondary Bchoale

Withdiawal Classes
{part:time)

Behavioural
{Resource Moo}
Loarnng Disatihings
(Resence Poom)

(full-time)

Behavigural

Loarming Disabilities
Reading

Pomary. Junior & Senior’
lszith

Gilted

$ell-Contalnod Classes
{full-time}

Sacondary'
Dehavioural

{Partial Rotary)'*
Loarning Oisabilines
{Partial Rotary)**

Special Educatian (Primary, Junior. Senior and
Secundaiyl 1s designed lor educabls ratarded siudenis
wha tan sl benell from classtoom nstruction in
1ogular school Seivices lor mare sovarely ralardad
sbudenis v olfered i spacisl schools oparated by the
Metinpoinan Tatanto School Board

Thsis a full buno progranmn which mora than ans teachar

15 awlve)

You may be reading ihis because your clild ts bemng
consderad for soing lorm ol Special Educationhelp Hihal
istha case, wa think it s impoitant for you 1o knowliow the
linal decision wit! be made. what the different steps are and
8i30va allwhal yous righls are as the parentor guardian of a
pupil being considerad lor ihis hehy

Speclal Educatlon and
the Amended Educallon Act, 1880 (Bl 82)

The smended Education Aci (as of 1980) legally
16quitds overy school board in Orlario 10 provide apgrop-
ale Spacial Educalion services lof its excephonal pupils
Asof September, 1985, these services must ban placelor
all childran who require them The Act and its accom-
panytng Regulations have laid down the procedures a
board must fallow 10 identily exceplionat pupits In these
procedures. parents have the nghl 10 b aclively ivolved!
in the decision-inaking process

The Excegtional Child

The “axceplional child”is now delined bytaw Therets
2 bioad ranga ol “exceplionalines” The child may have
dillicully in using language; a physical handicap, an
amotional or bohavioural problem: intelleciual or learning
dilhiculues, or may be gilied.

Belore your child is considesed 10 be an "exceplicnal
pupil” under the lsw. p decision must be made by
commilles called an IDENTIFICATION. PLACEMENT AND
REVIEW COMMITTEE [IPRC] You as parent o1 guardizn
will b invited o atiand and actiely take pail in the
masting ol 1he IPAC.

Speclal Educatlon

What Is Meent By 8paclal Education]

The term “Special Educabion” covers all senvices
designed lor “excaplional chilklien™ The services sre
worksd ol on the basts of vanous tests and sepoils
conducted loi the mdmdual chld Once a chld has hoon
pwven a Speciat b ducation placement lraqvont losting and
close ohsavation will holp the teachar o moke any
educational changas which are needed 10 ensuro hat he
Chuld comtimes 1o make good progress
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Relareal Procedures

8tep One;

The fuss! slep i having yous child censidered lor Special
Educanon help can be made by tha classioom e&cher. of
by Ihe pincipal or by olher siall membess of the schoof

When this possibiliny 1s being considered, 1 s the cespon-
sibihty ol the prncipal 3od teacher 1o lal! you of any
concens they may have and (o i3l you know wha
measutes have hoen laken in the regular grade class 1o
overcome the educanonal dithculies that your child 15
exjenencing

Btep Two:

Botore anylurihar acion s taken. you wilt be askad to give
wiilten pernission for 3 psychological assessment of your
£hild

{tehis should occur. youwill be nwited 1o meel the principal
to discuss your chuld's educational needs Al that ime you
will Lo asked to sign a Pacental Pesmission lor Psychologr-
cal Assessmenl forn The imioimation gathered in this
assessmenl could include aspects of your child's social,
emotional. physical and intellecluat development All
inlormalion wiil te leated in 3 conhidenlial mannes
Parents ol ctuldren who are being considered loi a gilied
piacement will be asked il Ihey wish 1o have a group les|
gven to their child o addilien 0 a psychological
assessmenl. of group tesl. your child's progress in school
will be reviewed by the leacher and/of tha principal

Sup Thres:
Assessmem Conlarence

When Lhe assesstnenl 1s compiele, the appropriale stall
people wit! discuss their indings and decide whelher to
proceed lurther ! Special Educanon help seems 1o be
nesded. the school phncipal will relat your child's case 1o
anIPRC meeling lor adecision on placement. The principal
will wiite 10 you 1o conlim (s relenal As wall. as Ihe
patent oi guardian, YOU can request an IPRC thiough the
school puncepal ai any lune 1l you have concerns aboul
your child's progress al school

$1vp Four:
Placement Meeting

You will be wviled (o altend the IPRC (Identilication,
Placement and Review Commites) by a lattes from the
poncipal and will be required 10 send back a wiitien 1eply
indicating whether or not yoo will allend You may also
bring (o the IPAC meeling anyone who might assist you in
presenting your nlormation o¢ in undersianding the
proceedings Your child s tleacher and Ihe SChool prncapal
will atso attem) the ingeting

In s ineelimy. you have the sght 1o make your views
known aind ask questions

The Commntee Nas the powess and hilies 1o
(1) decule whethes or nol your clubd 18 excephional
(n dlecule what kind of Special Fducation sevice. o any
15 hest sinted 1o the exceptional neais ol your child

ERIC 4§

Aruiext providea by enc

() decide whether more intormation s needei fe g of 3
psychiatnc oi medical naliag).

{rvl inderview yous chuld o appropuiate (it 2aly with youl
permission).

v} conbem dls decisiens with you, 1n wailing

A pupit will nol be placed in any Spacial Education class
withoul tha parent's or guanhar's watten consenl. unlass
1he paient has both telsed consent and laded 10 appeal
the decssion It you do nol agiee wills the decisinn of tho
IPRC. you have the ngii 10 appeal Sea Step Six

Stap Flve:
Reglar fleview al your chitd s progress

Theoughoul the year both the 1eacher and the school
puncipalwill ba reviewing your child s placement Youwil
b invited 1c megings 10 go over your child's progress No
major changes can be made in your chuld’s Special
Educanon placement withoul your weitlen pecnussion Al
leasl once every lvtlva monihs. your chili's placemenl
musl be reviewad by an IMRC You will be iavstad 1o thal
meating |ust as in Step Four Althe raviaw meeting. it may
be recommendad that your cluld

{1} remain in the present Special Educalion class. of
(i) be calerrad 10 an IPRC lor consideration ol place-

ingal in another lypa of Special Education class, or

{ii) be retumned 10 luk-ning requldr education

As 3 parent o1 guardian, you may apply 1o have the
placement reconsidmend as garly as I months alier yous
child has besn given a Special Educanon placement

Buep 8im;
The nght 10 appeal agamst Special Education decisions

As a parent ot guardiar, you have the legal nphi 10 appeat
29ains! any ol Ihe following decisions ol an IFAC

(i) 1ha dacision Ihat your childis an"exceplional child”
of the decision that your childis nol an” exceptiunal
cild’. as delined by law,

il the choice o placament made lor your chitd should
Speciat Education help be iacommended

You may reluse 1o grant parmission fo have your child
placad in Special Educanon In this case, you wrust appoal
1o the Duector ol Educabion m wriking It no appaal is
iecovod within 15 days. the Boand has the nght 10 place
your child in the secommended Spocial Education class
and nokly you of the achon thal has been \aken

{im) achange of placement W atter 3 propos igview such
8 chanye 15 reconmended

Hyoureluse 3 changu of placement you must aga appea)
o the Duector of Educatmn w widmg 1 oo appeal 1s
racaved wilhin 15 days of hewng lold ol the PR decrsion,
the Boand has the ght o make the change which was
socommentdod aml antity you ol o action ihat has heen
taken

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Soine Questions and Answers

What leformation will the IPRC nesd?

Iha comnmitee oquues a complug educational
dssessment of pour chald The mumbars may e
& psychclogical assessmeni, which may ba
compleiad only wath your wiitign patmission You
alsindy by asked 1o Qs parassion lor an updaraid
health assessmont or soc-al-medical Iusiory

Wiio does the paychologlcel assessmant?

Psycholugical assessmenis are adiminsterad by the
Psychoutucanonal Consuhants of the Tosonio Buard
of Educanon 81 no cost 10 you You may have
ddlthional assassmenis done by othar prolessionals
diyews owih expense Board policy gwes parenifs)
and Quaidhan(s)he 1ight 10 know ihe qualiicayons
of those who mase psychological asssssmanms, or
who prepare any reponts which are not of an
avadaitie naliyg

Can | halp in the psychologlcal assessment?

Fust you can help your child 1o undersiand why tho
dssessmant ss daung carred out Than pou can hoip
ihe Psychouducaional Consuliant by answurng
Hugshions sbout the chid's school hisiory.
dovelupment and hoalth You have te nghi 10 know
1he rusults ol any assessment, and 10 thycuss them
with this consuliam

Who attends the IPRC mestings?

Ihe commuttes has & munmum of (hres members
fioi the Boaid of Educanon a8 Special Fducaton
supbivisoly ollicer or designate. a prncipal. and a
semor psychotogest Any orher Board siall who have
been nvolved duecily wah your chld such as the
1eachr os the puncipal or the psychosducations!
cunsultant 26 also nvied 10 participais i the
meehng Youas parent or Quarthan of the ciuld cie
IS0 inviled 10 parcipate

i1 nsad wn dnterproter, would one be

. available)

Yes The Board ol Education will provnle an
aterpretes o yinewould ke 10 have ong o yut may
Loy 4 lugnd

What happens it 1 don’t sgree with the
dacisions of the |PRC)

I you thsayree walk the IPRC's docisin that your
Chud 15 s 15 0001} an excoptional pupid o wilt g
fecomuended placomnt of your child you have
the nght to appeal i witing 1 the Duecn of
Eitucatnny withn 1 days of the 1PHC durision
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Walun 30 days ol 18caving tius leties the Buaid will
PPOUN 31 iINUBPENUENt COMIMIILA (¢ 18 AN
your chidd's placemens. and 1espond with 1s con
s1de1au0ns Dusing an Apgeal a child would 1amadm
i les/her preseni class unul the casulls ol tha
appsal a8 hnalirad

it my child ls attanding a school swhich ia tar
fsum huine, Is transporteilon provided frec of
charge?

Yes The Toion1o Board ol Education piovidas
1ranspot131:on 10sr students atiending Spacial Edu
calon classes away lrom iheu commumty scliool

Can | withdraw my child fcom Specisl
Educetion?

Yes However. wa recommend thal you discuss
withdrawal [rom Spacial Education with the punc-
palolyour chuld’s school The principalihenrequisis
that the luenulication, Placernenit and Review Com-
Mi188 discuss 1he suuation and ak8s recommenda-
1ons I you are stsll dissaustied. you inay appaal in
wriing 10 1the Duector of Educauon

What will bappen f my child has severe jroh-
tams for which there are no sarvicas availabls
at the Toronto Board of Eduocation?

Forchddren wih severe pliysical hamicaps. unpaned
heanng andeyesighi and seve:8 mantaise1ardation.
these a 8 spacial schools in Moiropohtan Tosonio
lor which placement may be considured Other
8ducalional s8svic8s asa avadable 10 you 1n various
Hospaals and other Insuunons i Toronto I place-
mantn aresidannal school 1s nacossary. piovision
will be mads for your chid in a Provincial School In
all such cases. 1he Toronio Board will make the
appropeiate relarral

Whoare can | obhtole more inforination?

Please conitaci the principal ol your local sct:ool os
the Special Educaton Deparimem (598 4931)

Parent’s Rights

fue tollowing nights for parests ol childien being
considered lor Special Educaiion placement were adopled
a5 Board policy ontha tscommandaucn ol the Waorkgroup
onlearmng Disabilities  Pasonts nave the nght:

(1} te be inlorned of a:y iaading assessinent con-
ducted with their clutdren{since thus 1s an academic
gyaluauon. no fatnal permission s 1eqQuuiad);

() 10 grani or withhold perinission lor any psycholog-
cal assessinent or group test conducled by the
Boa:d. o1 any Special Education placement gi
program change.

{11) 10 receve cop:es of ali assessient 16pasts and 10
have tihern esplained in anintaiviewwith the person
who conducled the assessment:

{+vi 10 beanlormed ol the identity and qualilications of

anyone conducling an assassmec.l ol thair chiid;

10 1aceive segular raports lrom any teachar ol theu

child in a withdcawal program or a seli-conizined

class,

{v

(w1} to be routinely informed ol program modilicauons
designed for theur chtuld in a regulasr classioorn:

{vti) 1o request a review ol any Special Education
placement

Nocitas:

The infornauon contained in this pamphletis intended to
sarve as aguide lor parents in raspact 1o their rights as thay
talats 10 the possible parucipation ol their chuldian in
Spaciat Educauen This is not a delimtive and tegal
statemaent ol such nphts
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Seplember 1984 —

Nominalion pracess begins
(or elementary grade pupils

December 1984 —
PR.C. meelings begin,

Seplember 1985 —
Parl-Time Program and
“Full-Time Program begin at
Gilted Resource Centies
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+ experiences of a depth and

| Pgmmng in September 19&
!' the Toronto Board of. ..
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pupils at Gifted Hesource ?entras ' ,educatnon potential indicated.”
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THE IDENTIFICATION
PROCESS - o f

- : I ) ‘
) !
ﬂ ‘ . 3 |
Nominatlon Co Assessmenl 'l

A pupil may be nominaled for the  Group assessmenls of al

gifled program by parenls, . . nominaled pupils (whose paranis
Quardians, 1 mer or present v ¢ wish lo havo an assessmenl) il
Ieachers, any other personwho i ! be conducled in the pupil's own

knows the pupil wellor by the school. Occasionaily, il maybe -~
pupil personally. - “-vtyy helplul lo conduct an indivldual -+ *
Nomination forms are availabl a } i g sychologlcal assestent of
Ihe school office, Area Offies, , P same pups '
and a the Special Education * ,  Alfinformalion gathered will be
Oeparlment al the Education Ireated in a confidential manner

Cenlie

5 4
o Formal ldenlification
Parent involvement' s’

" Al this information is considered

Na action is taken on a by a cammiltee of prolessionals ?
nomination until the child's called an Identification, |
parent or quardian is informed Placement and Review

Commitlee (|.PA.C.). This
commillee decides when the
pupil is an “exceplional child"
under Tre EJucalion Act. A child
who is dezizred 10 ba exceplional
is cligible for a special program,

and asked o give written
peimission lor the gatherlng of
arflilional information about the
child's interests, abilities,
creativily, and desire 1o learn,

This information will be sought
from a variely of sources —
parents, leachers, the pupll, and
others il apprapriate.

v |tis the responsibility of the
school principal fo forward the
pupil's nomination to the (PR C.

)

Tha nominaled pupi’s parent or

"quardian Is invited fo attend and
tae an active part in the | PA.C.
meeling.

I the LPR.C. determines thal the
\ rchild is exceplional and that the

" exceplionalty is gifleaness, ihree

{ '
. program choices become

. available to the parenl and pusi

5 Program Options

The pupil may continue in the
regular classroom program wilh
appropriale assistance;

OR

The pupil may attend a Parl-Time
Program at a Gilled Resource
Centre one day per week,

OR

The pupil may attend a Full-Time
Program at a Gilled Resource
Cenlie,

. lour days per week atiending

GIFTED RESOURCL
CENTRE -

PART-TIME PROGRAM

For the mayorily of pupils il 15
belicved that allendanee i the

- Part-Time Program will bt nmost
. appiopriate as Il will atlow the

pupils 1o mainlin identity wilh
Iheir local schoo! whi st
feceiving a gifled prograr

Pupils spend one day per week al
the Gifted Resource Cenlre and

— G-

reqular class in their home
schoo!.

In the home school, the iequt
class curnculum is compressed
in order 10 free lime for the
pupil's participation n Gille
Resource Centre studies The
pupil remains responsible for
mastering the requiar classioc
curiiculum, but nol necessanly
for the completion of every
activity within cach study urat
Currculum units can he Sludi
in a shorler period of lime oo
omilted enlirely of the popil can
demonstrate high compitense or
a mastery of the requuned slalls

In the Pant-Time Program at the
Gifted Fiesotrce Centre, pupuls

-
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worh indidually or i small
aroans o teseaich nto problems
A astes Hhiey ane encouraged
1o Lihe parl i selecting the lopics
Wt I lgON dnd in proposing
“uilabke bechimgues of research,
(e puapal funclions as a producer
as vl s dronsutier ol
ailntnaton und ideas The
1eaully of each mvestigation are
[ sented by e pugsd of group
ol pupils to classmales of o
ol ileresled persons,

Stuitents atlending the Parl-Time
Progran will he provided with
schoo! bus transportalion from
thair local school o the Gifted
Resource Gentre and back to the
local school

GIFTED RESOURCE
CENTRE -

FULL-TIME PROGRAM

The Full-Time Program will be
apprupnali: for a smaller aumber
ol ttudents. They will be required
10l thelr community Schools
0 Ondet 1o allend

Pupils altend class al the Gitted
Resource Centre on a full-lime
basis, five days per week. In
addition lo the specially qualitied
teachers on Ihe slalf, other
instructors, setected for their
particular knowledge or skills,
may be inviled 1o work with (he
pupils from time 10 lime.

The curriculum follows the
quidzlines prescribed by the
Onlario Ministry of Education.
This material is covered at an
acceleraled pace and al a grealer

deplh than In reqular classes. The :
' leaching methods used are more .

appropriale lo the abilities, needs
and interesls of these pupils.
They have opportunilies lo work
with @ wide range of people and
malerials. j

Pupils are encouraged to become
involved in the selection of lopics
1o be sludied and to propose
suitable techniques of
investigation, The pupil functions
as a producer as well as a
consumer of informalion and
ideas. The results of each
research projec! are presenled by

he pupil or pupil group to
classmates or lo other interested
PBrsons,

Pupits in the Full-Time Program
Inay require lransportation.
Junior school pupils will be
encouraged lo use TTC. and
lickets will be provided. Where
necessary, door-lo-door school
hus lranspertation will be
provided. Parents wishing this

- residence-lo-school lranspor-
tation may make application
through their school principal

" Sludents in senior school will be

~ required to-use TT.C. Tickels will
‘-Ibeprovided.; S

')

The Giﬂéd Resource Centre
 Programs described above
will be provided in addilion
lo the Enrichment Programs
developed by individual
elemenlary schools across
the city for bright and gifted

pupils.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

THE GIFTED
RESOUBCE CENTRE
Location:

Gilted Resource Centres will be
eslablished in all areas of the
cily. Specific sites will be selecled

lo inake traveliing 10 and from the
Centre as easy as possible for the
pupil.
Stail:
All teachers in the Gified
Resource Cenlres are
experienced classroom leachers
with additional Special Sducation
qualificalions as requiired by the
Ontario Ministry of Education
tand the Toronta Board of
+Educatign. -

They are apereof he
* 1 characteristics and needs of

. gifled pupils, and they.

" understand how teaching
lechniques can be modified to
provide learning opportunities
and experiences which are
appropriate.

!
P
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- For further informabion, please

. contact one of the lollowing
people
AR

{* David Henshaw, Co-ordinalor

f Gitted and Enrichmen!

« Speclal Education Depailment
. Toronto Board of Education
‘Telephone 591-8005

13

’ Area Central — Waids 4, 6
Ker\ MacLennan,
Asslstant Co-ordmator
Teléphone 368 2676

, 'A ea Fasl — Wards 7,8, 9

>‘. Carolynn Whiteley, Consultant
T Telephone 461-6371
3

Afea North — Wards 5, 10, 11
. Dave Appleyard, Consultan!
' Telephone 45-9143

g .Area West — Waids 1,2.3
% Klara Hada, Consuttanl
. Telephona: 534-6365

.’.Jq '

IRE

This booklet is also available m
French, Chinese, Greek, Italan,
Polish, Porluguese, Spanish, and
Vielnamese. Extra copics ie
available from:

Information & Publications
Toronto Board of Education

155 College Stieel

Toronto MST 1P6

Telephone 591-8259

Ny
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Special Education

Special Education involves a wide variety of teach-
ing programs designed for ‘‘exceptional” students
attending Toronto elementary and secondary
schools.

These programs consist of self-contained classes,
resource and learning centres, and individual or
group instruction on a withdrawal or itinerant basis.
All programs are open-ended and the progress of
every student is evaluated at regular intervals to
ensure that his or her needs are being met.

INTEGRATION

The philosophy of the Special Education Depart.-
ment is to integrate students into regular programs,
wherever feasible. Integration is usually a gradual
process as the student becomes less dependent on
special education support and learns to cope suc-
cessfully in a regular classroom. There are, however,
students whose physical, emotional and intellec-
tual needs are such that they cannot learn effectively
n a regular class and require the support of a
self-contained class.

INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION

Special Education class size depends on the type of
program. Emphasis is on an individual program
which allows the student to work at an appropri-
ate level and pace. While academic work must be
challenging, it must also be within the student’s
capabilities.

ITINERANT TEACHERS

Special Education itinerant teachers are available to
assist classroom teachers of students with educa-
tional problems in the areas of vision, hearing,
speech, behaviour, and language and learning
disabilities.

SPECIAL SCHOOLS

Three special schools provide learning situations in
which children who are unable to benefit fully from
a regular school environment can develop to their
potential. They are: Metropolitan Toronto School
for the Deaf {for the hearing impaired); and Sunny

N -
i B -
H > ~
DR " TR e
e Kt
e PUL a i

Education Toronto — one of a series of fact sheets on the school system operated by the Toronto Board of Education
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View School and Bloorview School (for the
physically and orthopaedically handicapped).

SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS
Special Education teachers have appropriate quali-
fications in their specialities, successful teaching
experience in grade classes, an objective viewpoint,
an optimistic outlook — plus much understanding.
These teachers are encouraged to continue their
professional development through participation in
further education and in-service programs in order
to better meet the needs of exceptional children.

SPECIAL EDUCATION STAFF

Two supervisory officers in Special Education ad-
minister a consultative staff of 26 who work direc:lyv
with approximately 636 Special Education teachers
and 355 non-teaching personnel in the Toronto
Board's various programs and classes.

SPECIAL EDUCATION INFORMATION
To assist parents and guardians in understanding
the Special Education programs available in Toronto
Board schools and the placement of students in
these programs, the pamphlet Specia! Education —
A Guide for Parents and Guardians is available from
vour local school or the Special Education Depart-
ment, 598-4931. extension 673.

This pamphlet is produced in the following

languages:
English French Chinese
Greek Italian Polish
Portuguese Spanish Vietnamese

FOR MORE INFORMATION
Telephone (416) 598-4931

® Michael Choma, Assistant Superintendent,
Curriculum and Program (Special Education)
extension 672

* Magil M. Damley, Supervisory Officer, Special
Education, extension 671

Address

* Toro:to Board of Education, 155 College St..
Toronto. Ontarto, M5T 1P6
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SPECIAL EDUCANTION PROGRAMS — A of January 1, TS5

Number
Tyvpe of Program Placement Criteria Location of Teachers
SE(BEHAVIOURAL) A learming disurder characterized by specific In the Elementany Schools He
hehavioural.emotional prohlems. Itinerant Teacher Program 25
In the Secondary Schools 5]
=S.E. (DEAF) Profoundiy deaf {program is avaiiable Metro School for the Deal 20
{Parent Guidance Program front age 3. Forest Hiil P.S. 1
from time of diagnasis) In Lthe Secondary Schools 14
S.E. (GIFTED aND Qutstanding peneral ahilities combined {n the Elementary Schools
ENRICHMENT) wilh the capahility of inlense concentration In the Secondary Schools
and creativi(y. Beginning in 1983. a three-year
phasc«in program.
Saturdayv Morning Classes 30
4 city-wide locations Instructors
S.E. (HEALTH) Severe heallh limitations. Charles GG Fraser. N
Fairmount. Osler, &
Wilkinson Puhlic School
=S E. (HEARING) Hearing impaired (program is availahle In the Elementary Schools 3
from age 4. Itinerant Teacher Program 14
In the Secondary Schools 7
S.E. (HOME 1MNSTRUCTION)  Severe health. phvsical. emotional. and-or In the home or Elementary As
School Required

behavioural problems.

== S.E. (HOSPITAL & Severe emotional. behavioural. medical and’ In various Hospitals & Institutions
INSTITUTIONAL) or physical problems. — Elementary 56.6
: - Secondary 23.5
* S.E. (LANGLAGE) Severe language disorders. In the Elementary Schools 15
Itinerant Tezcher Program 1
[1n the Secondary Schools 2
S.E. (LEARNING CENTRE) Moderate to mild difficulty in the behavioural. Withdrawal Program 100.3
learning disability, or slow inteilectual In the Public Schoals
development areas
S.E. (LEARNINC Significanl discrepancres between academic In the Elementary Schools 33
DISABILITIES) achievemenl and assessed inlellectual ability Itinerant Teacher Program 7.5
evidenced by learning disabilities 1n academic In the Secondary Schonls 50.5
and social areas that involve the use of
language and malhemalics.
=S.E. (ORTHOPAEDIC) Severe phvsical handicap requiring special Sunnv View School 40
services and setting In the Secondan’ Schools 45
S.E. (PRIMARY). (JUNIOR). A learning disorder characterized by Junior Public Schools 2
(SENIOR) siow intellectual development. Senior Public Schools 29
S.E. (PRIMARY). (JR.).(SR.) A learning disorder characterized b\ slow Withdrawal Program
CORE WITHDRAWAL intellectual development. In the Public Schools 11
S.E. (READING) A learning disorder characterized by a Primary In the Public Schools 5
Reading Disability.
S.E. (READING CLINIC) A learning disorder primarilyv. Withdrawal Program
characterized by a Reading Disability In Reading Clinics 32
S.E. (SECONDARY) A learning disorder characterized by slow In the Secondany School 3
intellectual development
S.E. (SPEECH) Speech and language difficullies (impaired 1n In the Public and :\'econdar_\‘ 135
articulation. rhvthm and stress) Schools
S.E. = Special Fducation - * Metro-wide atlendance: programs aperaied hyv Tcronto Board of Education

Q

ERIC
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< Minstry Funded (Section 15, Granl Regulations)
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PROGRAMMING FOR STUDENTS

FLOW CHART
PROGRAMMING FOR STUDENTS
SEGINS WITH DISCUSSION IN THE SCHOOL.
SCHOOL SPECIAL
REVIEW/ EDUCATION
l DISCUSSION |\ I PLACEMENT
OF STUOENT (K)
CONTINUE/UPGRADE
PRESENT PROGRAM EXCEPTIONALITY
AND PLACEMENT
DECISION
(1)
PARENT
FEEDBACK
STUQENT {J) <
PROGRESSING | ve

?

no

{.P.R.C.
IS STUDENT

no

EXCEPTIONAL?
(D

I.P.R.C.
SUFFICIENT
INFORMATION
TO MAKE A
DECISION?
(N

SEQUENCE OF
EVENTS LEADING
TO I.P.R.C.
(D,E,F.G,H)

P

FURTHER
INFORMATION
REQUIRED?
(A)
~L
OBTAIN
INFGRMATION PARENT
(8) FEEDBACK
(9)
N
CONSIDER
INFORMATION
AVAILABLE AND
IMPLEMENT
PROGRAM CHANGES
()
i SPECIAL
EDUCATION yes
CONSIDERED?

L Y e 63

|
]
i
|
|

Q
NOTE: LETTERS IN BRACKETS REFER TO STEPS OUTLINED IN THE PROCESS ON PAGE 4.

IToxt Provided by ERI
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QUESTIONNAIRE:

TORONTO BOARD OF EDUCATION

IDENTIFICATION, PLACEMENT AND REVIEW PROCESS

PARENTS' OPINIONS




TORONTO BOARD OF EDUCATION

IDENTIFICATION, PLACEMENT AND REVIEW PROCESS

PARENTS' OPINIONS

FEBRUARY /MARCH
1986

SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM




1. Did you attend the I.P.R.C. meeting?
Yes (go to 2)
No (go to 4)

2. How did you feel at the I.P.R.C. meeting?
(The following may be used as probes.)

Comfortable Respected Intimidated
Upset Ignored Relaxed Rushed
Involved Frightened Confused

3. How would you describe the discussion at the I.P.R.C. meeting?
(The following may be used as probes.)

Confusing Informative Objective

Clear-cut Too academic No interpreter

Poor Tense Open One-way Satisfying
Compassionate Interactive Excellent

Poor interpretation Good answers to Professional

my questions

(go to 3)
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4. Why were you unable to attend the I.P.R.C. meeting?
(The following may be used as probes.)

Poor location On holiday No babysitter
Poor time Sickness Had to work

Poor date Physical disability Language problems
Uncomfortable No transportation Business reasons

5. How do you feel about the results of the I.P.R.C. meeting?
(The following may be used as probes.)

Satisfied Resigned Relieved
Angry Haprpy Ccneerned
Excited Confused Proud
Racially

discriminated Disappointed Impressed
against

6/




6.

10.

11.

12.

-57-

How were you prepared before the I.P.R.C. meeting?
(The following may be used as probes. )

Fully informed Intimidated Involved in
decision-making

Confused Inconvenienced Involved in
information-sharing

Understood purpose Fully consulted
of meeting

What do you think about the location of the I.P.R.C. meeting?
Excellent Hard to find Too far away

Convenient 0.K.

Have you received written information in a language you can read?

Tes No

Have you understood the papers you havs signed?

Yes No

Did you know you could have an interpreter at the I.P.R.C. meeting?
Yes No
Did you receive the booklet called '"Special Education Guide for
Parents and Guardians" in a language you could read?
Yes No
Did you know you could bring anyone of your choice to the I.P.R.C.
meeting to assist you?

Yes No

op)
0 &
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13. Do you know that you have a legal right to appeal decisions made
at the I.P.R.C. meeting? -

Yes No

14, To wiat cultural group do you belong? (For example: Chinese, French,
Native Indian, Portuguese.)

15. Additional Comments:

TN e e aL b aen

Thank you for
your

cooperation.
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LETTER TO PARENTS
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vl THE BOARD OF EDULATION FOR THE CITY OF TORONTO
ICZSS 155 College Street. Toronto MST IP6. Canada. 5964931

W:Zf'

interngtiine: VYeur v Fesis
1vRe

Anner IRIEFOBLIGABY
de ly pain 1Uns

Februarv 28, 198¢

Dear Parent/Guardian:

The Tcrontc Board of Education is conduct.ng 2 s.rvey on parents'

satisfacrion with cthe Idencification, Plazement anc
Committee (I.P.R.C.) procedures initizteg ™= the

Fducation Department.

Review
Special

During the month cf Marck, Marthe Pcwer. Research Department.

will ccntact vou by telephone to ask sume guestinns

process that was followed fc¢r thne identification of vour chiid.

the

Your involvement in this survey will »ssist s in maintaining the
best possible service fer ~ou and your chi. Your co-operation

1n this matcter is very much appreciated.

Yours sincerelv.

Michael Choma

Assisfrant Super:vtendent
Curriculum and Program

(Special Educacion)

GSD:cf

ERIC
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Edward N McKeown. Director of Educarion/Ronald W. Hallord, Assocrate Director —Operations/Donald G, Rutledge. Associate Director — Program

Charles W Taylor, Superintendent of Curriculum and Program/Linda Cravson, Superiniendent of Intormation Services

Helen | Sissons. Superintendent af Personnel/Michael |. Rose, Comptroller of Buiidings and Plant/David S Paton, Comptrolie: of Finance
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